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Summary of Plenary Group Comments 
Recreation and Socioeconomics Work Group 

Resource Action Recommendations 
 
RWG # Comment 

LF25-31 City of Oroville: DP17, LF12, LF20, LF22 are not from the City of 
Oroville; LF 20/22 really describe LF29; and LF 30 really describes DP3.

LF3, 28 

City of Oroville: This RA has a large amount of support (see Poe 
project); City is undergoing expense, conducting studies, gathering 
information, and suggests the State gather information as well; please 
include this RA on “A” list. 
 
Butte County: County agrees; extraordinary importance to the County; 
would need to do environmental assessment at some point; Joint 
Powers Authority is representative of local community. 

LF 24, 3/28, 5 
(Recommend 
moving from 
Category “S to 
Category “A”) 
 
LF 25, 34 
(Recommend 
moving from 
Category “B” 
to “A”) 

JPA: Requests that these six RAs be re-categorized. 
 
Butte County: County supports JPA’s request for the six RAs to be re-
categorized. 
 
Wade Hough: State is not approving new water projects so economic 
value of development will be diminished; we will always have water in 
LF section; so RA is a good long-term bang-for-buck; strongly support 
giving them analysis. 

OR 80 Sam Dresser: I have submitted a RAIF 

Overall 

Group Discussion: Plenary approve RSWGs to proceed, except on 
those that Doug Rischbieter is going to review notes/discuss approach 
in RSWG for categorizing. 
 
Michael Pierce: Consider low support for TA 14 which suggests that it is 
fair to include the six RAs that the County has flagged for re-
categorization; Does the Plenary Group have authority to override RAs? 
 
John: Don’t want to push them to “A” list just because people want to 
see them there; stay consistent with rationale; may be no basis to 
include. 
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Harry: ready to discuss reports at next meeting? How long have you had 
them to review?  Prepared by consultants? 
 
Doug: Yes, will be proving study plans over next four meetings; Needs 
Analysis in May; reviewed by DWR over last 4-6 weeks for batch one; 
2.5 weeks for batch two; haven’t reviewed others 
 

TA14 CDFG: Please review notes related to this item. 
 

 


